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REMARKS 

Claims 5-8 and 10-18 are pending. Claims 12-18 are allowed- Claims 5-7, 10 
and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S-C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
3,637,249 to Kuhl et al. in view of either U.S. Patent No. 3^49.927 to Blatt or U.S. Patent 
No. 3,716,307 to Hansen. Claims 8 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kuhl et al. and either Blatt or Hansen and further in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,039,529 to Person. Claims 5-7. 10 and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 3,834,558 to Biu in view of either Blatt or Hansen. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections und^ 35 U.S.C. §103 for at least 
the reasons set forth below. 
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8103 Reje ctions Are Overcome 

The Action states on Page 6 that the "examiner clearly pointed out that the 
venture [sic] device could be provided on the second end of the plunger or on the vacuum cup 
of Kuhl or Bru- and that "the addition of the venture (sic] device to the existing vacuum 
source would provide a stronger vacuum, particularly, in the vacuum cup." (Action, Page 6), 
Thus, the Action takes the position that it would be obvious to add a venturi assembly to the 
vacuum device of Kuhl et al. or to the pneumatic elevator of Bm and use such a venturi 
assembly in combination with the existing respective vacuum systems. 

Applicant respectfully submits Aat such a combination is impractical because an 
additional air line would be required to deliver pressurized air to each venturi assembly at each 
lifting assembly of Kuhl et al. and at the pneumatic elevator of Bru. The Ruhl et al. device 
requires vacuum to lift an egg. Vacuum is provided to each flexible cup 24 of the Kuhl et al. 
device via air passage 20 in each stem 18. The venturi assemblies of Blatt and Hansen require 
pressurized air to create a vacuum. The Kuhl et al. device cannot simultaneously provide 
vacuum to each flexible cup 24 and pressurized air to a venturi assembly via a respective stem 
air passage 20, as the Action proposes. Thus, a separate pressurized air line would be required to 
provide pressurized air to a venturi assembly added to the devices of Kuhl et al. and Bru- One 
skilled in the art would not be motivated to add a separate pressurized air line to each lifting 
assembly of Kuhl et al. or to the pneumatic elevator of Bru because of the additional cost and 
complexity that would result Moreover, the Action has failed to provide any clear and 
particular evidence as to why one skilled in ttie art would modify Kuhl et al. or Bru to add a 
sepaiute air line. 

In addition, the Action takes the position that the venturi ass^bly of Blatt or 
Hansen will provide a stronger vacuum in the Kuhl et al. device and in the Bm device, but 
provides no clear and particular evidence in support of this conclxision. Nothing in Kuhl et al. 
or Bru teaches or suggests that such a modification is desirable or that the vacuum generated 
by these respective devices is inadequate. Nothing in either Blatt or Hansen teaches or 
suggests that a removable venturi assembly will provide a stronger vacuum than the Kuhl et al. 
vacuum source or the Bru vacuum source. Moreover, no evidence has been provided as to 
why a "stronger vacuum" is necessary. Applicant respectfully requests tiiat the Action set 
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forth clear and particular evidence as to why a "stroneer vacuum" is necessary and why the 
vacuum sources of Kuhl et al and Bru are inadequate. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the present 
rejections under 35 US.C. §103. In view of the above, it is lespectftiUy submitted that this 
application is in condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 

Respectfiilly submitted, 

Needham J. Boddie, II 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 40,519 
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